In this paper we deal with the relationship between external donors and village organizations (VOs) in Western Sub-Saharan Africa. We utilize a large dataset of village organizations in rural areas of Senegal and Burkina Faso. We argue that the kind of relationship established with northern donors may have effects on the governance mechanisms of the village organization. We investigate to what extent differences in the foundation of the VO and of the partnership with the external donor can partially explain outcomes and membership structures of the VO itself. Our results go in the direction of possible diverging effects of a donor intervention in the village organization, according to the degree of proactivity and initiative that the VO displays.
Introduction
In many rural contexts in developing countries "village" or "grassroots" organizations (hereafter VOs) are widespread and are important sources of peasants' mobilization. They may include a diversified range of entities that perform a mix of activities that are both market-oriented and community-oriented. Although these organizations develop in very different contexts, they have a non-profit organization and/or a cooperative governance structure (Arcand and Fafchamps 2012, Bernard et al. 2008 ).
The relevance of these village organizations in the developing world is quite acknowledged, namely since the 70's, when the capacity of the State to intervene in the economy decreased. Many government functions have indeed been transferred to civil society organizations and VOs both in market-oriented production and in the delivering of public goods. Moreover, they gained importance within the so-called "development discourse", as being seen as means of empowerment of local knowledge and capacities. The main roles of VOs are to provide services to their own members, local public goods, to promote income generating activities, and to foster voice in political affairs: that implies that they are both public good and "club" good providers (Bernard et al. 2008) .
A fundamental feature that has to be taken into account when studying these organizations nowadays is the role of external donors in the support they receive. In the "development discourse" scholars sponsored the fact of choosing local "village organizations" instead of State entities as beneficiaries of external aid funds with the argument of better addressing local needs, fostering participation in decision-making processes and overcoming problems of corruption at the State level (Bano 2008 , Mansuri and Rao 2013 , Holmen 2010 .
Often these processes take the labels of "local participatory development" or "community development" , indicating "...fostering the effort of villages or (...) household groupings into the process of managing development resources and (...) expanding community engagement in service delivery, (...) without relying on formally constituted local governments" (Mansuri and Rao 2013: 1) The effect of donor sponsorship on VO outcomes and characteristics can be very complex. Expected positive effects are the reasons why donors intervene, such as empowerment of the poorest or marginalized groups and increase in resources for self-help group and productive organizations. Recent literature highlights possible negative effects, such as the prevalence of objectives defined by the donors that do not really match population's need, incentives to misreport and create VOs just to attract aid, and crystallization of local inequalities (Mansuri and Rao 2013) . In this work we do not address the question of whether donor sponsorship has positive or negative effects on VOs performance. We rather want to explore which are the differences, conditional on having a relationship with a foreign NGO, between VOs that have a higher degree of initiative in this relationship and VOs that are largely driven by donor initiative. To exemplify, we can imagine, on the one hand, a VO that has been created by a donor or by a development NGO in order to implement a project, and on the other hand, a local initiative of building up a village organization or a structure that manages common pool resources, asking then some technical or institutional support to the foreign NGO (Capocchini and Perotti 2012) .
In order to answer empirically to our questions we utilize data about VOs in Senegal and in Burkina Faso that are in charge of different village-level activities (Arcand and Fafchamps 2012, Bernard et al. 2008) . In these countries village organizations are a relevant phenomenon: from the survey data we use, we learn that 65%
of Senegalese villages and 91% of Burkinabe villages have at least one organization. Village organizations are defined as being "composed of members seeking to improve their livelihoods through collective action" (Bernard et al., 2008 (Bernard et al., : 2188 and have legal status and formal membership. In the survey data we are able to exploit information about the actual origins of the village organizations and about their relationship with some external donors.
We assume different behaviours following the degree of proactivity of the VO. Using the classification proposed by Mansuri and Rao (2013) , we aim at identifying the VOs of our dataset that followed a pattern of "induced" or "organic" participation. This dimension is difficult to measure and to observe, therefore we use three proxies for it. First, among the VOs built up in villages where an international donor intervened, we look if there are specific characteristics of the VOs that were born in the three years after an NGO intervention. Second, among the VOs that have a partnership with a donor, we look at the specificities of those who did not take the initiative to build such a partnership, that is to say those partnerships where the donor made the proposal. Third, again among the VOs that have a partnership with a donor, we look at those who declare having started that partnership before (or the same year of) their birth.
We are interested in the effect of these different patterns on four major characteristics and outcomes of the VOs: misreporting on membership, ability to mobilize members, members' perceived benefits received from the VO, distribution of benefits within the VO and "elitism". We expect an increased level of misreporting and a lower ability to mobilize members in cases of "donor-induced" VOs. Regarding the perceived benefits and the level of elitism we expect the effects to go in different directions.
The results go, although weakly, in the expected directions, but they are not robust to some control. We consider our results as being informative, though at a descriptive level. Moreover, the results change substantially according to the indicator that is used, both as dependent and as explanatory variable.
Differences among Senegal and Burkina Faso prove to be important, but still largely unexplained at this stage of the work.
The relevant literature
Donors' policy documents argue that supporting VOs helps in promoting public consensus and local ownership, and in giving voice to marginalized stakeholders (Bano 2008 , World Bank 2005 . Mansuri and Rao (2013: 89-91) explain that involving a local community in a process of "participation" may have above all an intrinsic value: the community may value the simple fact of being listened to. Then participation has been used as an instrument to try to achieve various objectives: redress the underprovision of public goods and services, reduce political and socio-economic inequality, oblige the State to accountability, enhance livelihood opportunities. This kind of interventions are supposed to have positive effects on the VO, such as improved ability to mobilize members, enhanced organizational performance, successful skill transfers, achievement of an institutional voice for the community, initial financial booster (Mansuri and Rao 2013 , Bano 2008 , Barnes and Van Laerhoven 2013 , Vallino 2009 , Holmen 2010 . Following these arguments, northern donors and NGOs seem to identify VOs in developing countries with the complex and important concepts of civil society and social capital. Therefore scholars observe that often supporting VOs is not anymore a mean to an end, but becomes an end itself (Bano 2008 , Barnes and Van Laerhoven 2013 , Edwards and Hulme 1995 , Aldashev and Navarra 2013 , Holmen 2010 .
Within the literature on international aid and VOs, we select the contributions that focus on the kind of relationship between the donor and the VO. We follow the intuition that the way in which donors support the VO may affect some dimensions of the VO itself (Edmonds 2003 , Alcorn 2005 , Bano 2008 , Barnes and Van Laerhoven 2013 . In the works summarized below we notice extensive researches based on the same intuition, although of course with differences in scale, methods and geographical focus. As we will explain in detail, these works deeply inspired us for the definition of the variables and for the specification of our empirical investigations. Mansuri and Rao (2013) distinguish between organic participation and induced participation. The first emerges by local groups acting independently of government. The second is promoted through policy actions of the state and implemented by bureaucracies or by northern donors and NGOs. These authors highlight three main challenges of induced participation. First, the effectiveness of community-driven interventions at the local level is highly conditioned by local capacity. Second, it makes a difference whether the local organization is financially dependent on external donors or is able to generate revenue by itself. Third, in the evaluation of a project one should consider discrepancies between short term and long term success. Donors' institutional structures and incentives are tailored to projects with short timelines and linear trajectories of change, while community change is often time consuming and unpredictable. Whether participatory programs can really address local needs depend on the resources they can access relative to their mandate and the discretion they have over the allocation of resources across diverse needs. Moreover, donors' evaluation criteria create incentives to select zones that are easily reached and to target project benefits to households that are able to quickly absorb project funds in productive capacity. Reading this extremely useful review one realizes that whether civic participation is the best solution to government and market failures is highly dependent on the context. Another study which is very inspiring for our work is the one conducted by Bano (2008) . She carries on a survey on a sample of 40 civil society organizations in Pakistan: 20 with support of international aid and 20 who rely mainly on public donations and volunteers. The aim of her study is to analyze the impact of development aid on organizations' membership and performance. Particularly useful for our purpose is the way Bano (ibid.) chooses her variables. She measures three factors. The first is the ability of the organization to mobilize members. This is considered a proxy for the importance and the impact of the organization in its context and society, and a proxy for social capital: Voluntary organizations receive indigenous donations and have a core pool of volunteers, while the other set of organizations rely on development aid. The second is the motivation of the leaders, that differs with respect to the organization's origin and to the beneficiary population. In the case of aid-based organizations there are clear material incentives for the initiators.
Continuation of an already existing project and initiator's exposure to "western" ideas are the main reason for starting the organization. In the case of voluntary organizations, instead, group response to a particular incident or to a public problem are the main reason for starting the organization. Founders put own resources and strong ideological incentives are in place. Regarding the beneficiary population, in the case of aid-based organizations, operational aims were determined by the development project they had received from a donor. Actual beneficiaries were then sought to match the requirements of the project. In the case of voluntary organizations the existence of a clear beneficiary population motivated the leaders. The study findings support existing concerns within the debate that external development aid being channeled through local community organization instead of generating social capital results in an inability to mobilize members. Bano (ibid.) finds also two more interesting correlations, between aid and material aspirations among the leaders of the organizations, and between aid and lower organizational performance. She recommends to further investigate this issue, looking for causal links between these correlations, questioning the effectiveness of including local organizations in the "aid value chain". Capocchini and Perotti (2012: 27-30) , deriving observations from their extensive field work as practitioners in Sub-Saharan Africa, highlight that from the 70's many of government functions have been transferred to civil society organizations and peasants organizations (organisations paysannes in French speaking countries). The two authors identify two different trends in the process of foundation of a peasant organization and in the kind of partnership it establishes with the development cooperation. The first is called "relative deprivation". In this case the dissatisfaction about some necessity triggers the emergence of a peasants organization, often with the support of ideological theories. The peasant organization raises around one interest collectively claimed. This can be induced by the traditional system (for example the exclusion of the young by the power), by political deprivations (such as land expropriation after agrarian reform), by economic factors (fall of market prices of the products on which the domestic economy is based), or by natural and climatic shocks. In this case individuals often belong to marginalized social classes, or they live in areas with high environmental vulnerability and underutilized productive potentials. The second trend is called "resourse mobilization": a social movement get organized thanks to the possibility of getting resources from external entities. Examples of this case are peasant organizations born from governmental interventions promoted for socio-economic reasons and not for the human and agro-ecological potentials of the area; organizations created by multinationals that need low labour cost; associations born thanks to development programs and projects which require that beneficiaries are organized in cooperative or community-based groups in order to have access to public funding. Capocchini and Perotti (ibid.) find confirmation of the concern found in the literature that this kind of local organizations are not able to improve members and community living conditions in a sustainable way. Their functioning is based on external support, it lies beyond market rules, therefore the organizations are not economically or organizationally sustainable. They are often labeled as "empty boxes". There is a mismatch between external agents' interests and rural people interests, which are linked to the specific local context and are embedded into complex social relations. The two authors affirm that there are also successful examples of peasant organizations who were born in an exogenous way and they do not drive generalized conclusions. However they observe that usually different "starting motivations" give origins to different kinds of local organizations and to different kinds of partnerships with donors.
Similar considerations to the ones expressed before are to find in the field of the so called "participatory conservation projects". Participatory conservation is defined as cases where the local community is involved in the management of a natural protected area and in turn has the right to exploit its resources up to some degree. The intention is to combine nature conservation and economic development. Often an external development actor creates the situation of a commons and a community responsible for that in order to pursuit the goal of creating a protected area (Vallino 2009 , Vallino 2014 , Bano 2008 . Alcorn (2005) identifies two possible relationships between the external agent and the environmental solution at the local scale. She calls the first one "design mode": "outsiders identify a problem and design a solution. This model (…) results in the typical community-based-conservation project supported by Conservation Organizations (…)" (Alcorn 2005: 42) . The second class involves contexts in which an external actor wanted to create a natural protected area and to obtain the maximum possible collaboration from the local community. This is called "discovery mode": "outsiders discover that local people have identified a problem and designed a solution, and subsequently assist local communities to legitimate their solution" (Alcorn 2005: 42) . A community asks for the support of some external actors in order to get the recognition of some rights over a resource. It is indeed possible that the institution managing the natural resource seems endogenous, but it is actually exogenous , Dansero et al. 2013 , Murphree 2002 , Garnett et al 2007 , Vallino, 2014 . where it didn't previously exist.
Starting from this literature, we test the relationship between different modes of donor intervention towards village organizations, and some characteristics and outcomes of these organizations. We constructed variables taking inspiration from the indicators used by the authors presented and adapting them according to the information available in our data sets.
First, we define some measures that allow us to capture the VOs that have followed a path of "induced participation" with respect to those who followed a path of "organic participation". We overlap this definition with the distinction proposed by Alcorn (2005) between "design" and "discovery" mode of intervention of an external aid actor. It has to be noted that we apply the category of "induced participation" only to VOs that are induced by actors of the international cooperation, while Mansuri and Rao (2013) define a wider concept, including all cases of bureaucratic stimulus given by State entities to civil society organizations.
Second, we define some characteristics of the activities and outcomes of the VOs that may be affected by the different kinds of relationship that the VOs have with the development NGOs. We identify four different areas: misreporting on membership, ability to mobilize members, benefits that members declare to receive from the participation into the VO, and elitism in the composition of membership and in the distribution of benefits from the VO.
Following the findings of the literature, we hypothesize the following relationships to hold. First, we expect that VOs that followed an "induced" or "design" pattern are more likely to misreport information about the membership. This should hold because they are more likely to be prone to rent-seeking behaviours, with the aim of exploiting the resources that come from the donor. Moreover, because of the top-down approach, these organizations may be more distant from the local needs and thus they may have less impact on the local people, who do not report their participation to such organizations, although they are formally members (Bano 2008, Capocchini and Perotti 2012) . Second, for the same reasons, we expect that "induced"
VOs are less able to mobilize members and this shall translate into a declining number of members in the VO life (Bano 2008). Third, regarding the benefits of participation perceived by members, the relationship can go in both directions: "induced" VOs may have more resources given by the development NGO, but their activities are more likely to be driven by donors' preferences rather than from members' ones (Bernard et al. 2008 ). Fourth, the same twofold relation can hold in case of elitism: if rent-seeking prevails, these VOs may be more likely to be dominated by some form of local elite such as for example the wealthiest or the better connected families. However, the level of elitism may be lower in the case where the development NGO is deeply committed to equality and inclusiveness, and it is able to transfer to the VO this inclusive approach (Platteau 2004 , Platteau and Gaspart 2003 , Platteau and Abraham 2002 , Bano 2008 , Mansuri and Rao 2013 .
Our contribution to the literature lies in the fact that the information about the history of the VO and about the actual kind of relationship between the VO and the aid industry contained in the large dataset allows us to provide empirical measures and analyze relationships in a field where contributions have been mostly theoretical or case studies. This is even more interesting considering the focus on these two African countries, in which associative movements have been particularly significative since decades.
The data
The data we use have been collected within two projects (PSAOP in Senegal and PNDSA II in Burkina Faso), to provide services to members, local public goods, to promote income-generating activities, and to foster voice in political affairs. They have legal status and formal membership. VO are a relevant phenomenon and this is stressed by the fact that 65% of Senegalese villages and 91% of Burkinabe villages have at least one VO. Retrospective data allow to retrace their evolution since the beginning of the '80s.
The activities that they carry on are: collective field, management of irrigation perimeters, herding, food processing and commercialization, horticulture, poultry production, credit, services to agriculture and services to the community. In Burkina, there is moreover a part of the VOs that do cotton related activities, while in Senegal some carry on fishing activities. Bernard et al. (2008) , starting from this dataset, propose a classification between "community-oriented organizations" (CO, provide local public goods or club goods)
and "market-oriented organizations" (MO, provide income generating activities for their members): larger villages are associated with the presence of both types of organizations. Social heterogeneity is correlated with market-oriented organizations, but not with community-oriented ones: COs, since they don't generate Another paper that uses the same data is the one by Arcand and Fafchamps (2012): their aim is to study the composition of village organizations. The characteristics associated with a higher likelihood of belonging to an organization are the size of the household and the size of landholding, the fact of having a young household head, and of having more ties with the village authorities. They moreover find out positive assortative matching: geographical proximity matters, common ethnicity, household size and sex of the household head matter. There is some evidence also of matching along economic status: land-rich and wellconnected households are found in organizations with other land-rich and well-connected household. These authors interestingly investigate whether "elitism" is correlated with donors' sponsorship and their result is that donors' support fail to make organizations more inclusive.
The main variables and descriptive statistics

The explanatory variables
To capture the nature of the relationship between the VO and external donors ("induced" participation or "organic" participation), we use three sets of explanatory variables that provide information on the process of creation of the VO and on the way external partnerships have been built up. Later we will explain how we utilize these variables in interaction terms. We consider the following cases as proxies of a condition of
1) An intervention of a donor or of an NGO occurred in the village in the three years before (or the same year) the birth of the VO.
2) The VO already had a partnership with a donor or with an NGO at the moment of its birth, or established it the same year.
3) A partnership with a donor or with an NGO has been established following a donor's own initiative.
In the first case, we only consider VOs in villages where at least one donor intervention occurred; in the second and the third, we consider only the VOs that established at least one partnership. We chose to use three different proxies, since we recognize that every single proxy suffers of limitations as a measure of "induced participation", because of the very nature of this characteristic that is not clearly observable and measurable.
In the first set of explanatory variables we look at the characteristics of the VO formation. We know who had the idea of its creation and particularly whether it is an NGO or a donor agency (Table 2) . The share of VOs who declared that were created upon an idea of a development agency is rather small, but we think it underestimates the true role. This is confirmed by the variables at the village level that tell us if a donor or development NGO intervened in the village and when (Table 3) . We try to capture the distinction between "induced" or "organic participation" by looking at the timing of the intervention: if the VO was born just after a development NGO project was set up in the village, we assume that the external NGO has played a role in the VO creation. Of course the fact that this approximation is correct is an important assumption. The belief that it is reasonable is corroborated by the fact that the correlation between the number of VOs existing in the village and the intervention of at least one NGO in the village is positive: the average number of VOs per village with no NGO intervention is 2.8, while the average in cases where an NGO has been present is 4.4. Moreover, there is a correlation between the intervention of an NGO in the village and the proportion of VOs whose creation has been fostered by an idea of an external donor: 2.5% of cases where no NGO intervened in the village compared to more than 13.5% if an NGO intervened the same year the VO was born or in the 3 previous years (and 6.5% in case an NGO intervened, but not before the creation of the VO).
The second set of explanatory variables includes information on the kind of partnerships that the VO has with external actors 4 (Table 4) . We use information on the timing of the partnership. More than the half of the VOs that have a partnership with a donor or external NGO, established it at their birth. We use these cases as another possible approximation for conditions of "induced participation". This is again a strong assumption, but we claim that it is reasonable: we observe that, among the VOs that have a partnership with a donor, the share of those who were founded following an idea of a donor, substantially increases if the partnership has been established at the VO birth (from 6.5% of cases to 16.1%).
In the third set of explanatory variables, we try to capture the distinction between a partnership established with a greater role played by the local VO and a partnership established under the pressure of the external donor through a variable indicating who took the initiative of entering in the joint process, regardless the timing of the partnership. This variable is not related to the process of formation of the VO, but rather to the degree of initiative that the VO has in the relationship with the donors: VOs where the push to create a partnership came from the external agency may be more likely to be "supply-side-driven", e.g. driven by the needs of the donor rather than from the needs of members. In the next section we will use our three variables of interest as interactions, in order to use as much information as possible and to look at the differential effect of the following dimensions.
1) A donor intervention in the three years before the VO birth with respect to the effect of a donor intervention at other points in time.
2) A partnership established at birth with respect to the effect of a partnership with a donor established subsequently.
3) A partnership whose initiative has been taken by the donor with respect to a partnership established upon an idea coming from the VO.
We will do this when allowed by the specification used, e.g. when we will use models with dichotomous dependent variables, we won't interact the explanatory variables in order not to end up with coefficients whose interpretation is not clear 5 .
As suggested by Bernard et al (2008) , an important distinction is between activities that are market-oriented (MO) and activities that are community-oriented (CO) 6 . VOs can do only one type of activities or both.
Market-oriented activities are clearly more important in Senegal and community-oriented in Burkina Faso.
For our purposes, it is relevant to see whether the three resulting types of VOs display some distinctive features in their relationship with donors. It seems that donors have a preference for market-oriented activities, both alone and combined in multipurpose VOs. This distinction will be relevant when turning to the analysis of the declared benefit received from the participation in the VO, since the nature of the activities carried on is a big determinant of the services obtained and the benefit perceived.
The dependent variables
Turning to the dependent variables, we use indicators that capture different dimensions of the VO activities.
We can group these measures in four sets, which are summarized in Table 6 . 1) VO misreporting on membership.
2) VO ability to mobilize members.
3) Declaration of members on the services received by the VO.
4) Distribution of benefits within the VO and elitism in its composition. landholding as a ratio of the average landholding in the village.
The variables in the first set (1.1. and 1.2) can be used to approximate the rent-seeking attitude of the VO.
The extreme "negative" outcome is the case of the so-called "empty shells" (1.1). These are situations where associations exist on paper, but no surveyed household declares to be member. These are almost 19% of the whole sample (217), 150 in Burkina and 67 in Senegal. The discrepancy between the actual number of members and the declared one (1.2) is the ratio between the number of declared members by the VO itself and the actual number, which is measured summing up all the household where at least one member is part of the VO (this is allowed by the fact that we have a household survey that is exhaustive at the village level) 7 .
7 It has to be noted that part of the discrepancy can be explained by the fact that actual members are measured in number of households, while declared members are individuals. The comparison relies on the (reasonable) assumption that each household has only one member in a given association.
This can be both a measure of VO over-reporting in order to attract more funds and a measure of effectiveness in providing services: VOs that exist on paper but that are more or less inactive are more likely not to be mentioned by the interviewed household when asked to. The last set of variables relates to wealth differences and benefit distribution within the VOs. First, we look at how many of those who declare having received services from the VO belong to the top landholding quintile (4.1). We measure the ratio of those who declare to receive benefits from the participation to the VO and are in the top quintile of landholding, over the total number of members of the VO who declare receiving benefits from the VO. Second, we ask whether the organization gathers the wealthiest inhabitants of the village (4.2). We measure it by the ratio between the average landholding in the VO and the average landholding in the village. collection and trade of cotton in Burkina Faso, since they are quasi-public organizations and the affiliation is compulsory for cotton producers.
Another major disclaimer is the difficulty to establish causality links because of large endogeneity issues we are facing. The same characteristics of the villages may indeed explain the arrival of a donor or aid agency and the birth of a VO, and the same characteristics of the VOs may explain some characteristics and the relationship with foreign donors. The relationship can nevertheless go in both directions: donors may prefer to address towards areas with strong VOs in order to more easily find partners or towards areas with weaker VOs since they are plausibly poorer. In order to control for some context-specific drivers, we introduce some controls at the village level: population size, number of VOs in the village, distance to the closest market (to measure the remoteness of the area), presence of a health centre and of a formal school (as proxies of "institutional infrastructure").
We will try to discuss the possible endogeneity bias case by case. Still, we invite the reader to consider the following results as mainly descriptive, but we will argue that they are nevertheless informative with respect to our research question.
The results: correlates of the VO misreporting.
A first relationship that we want to test is whether those characteristics that identify "induced" VOs are positively correlated with the risk of being tools to capture the aid rent. One of the possible ways to detect this rent-seeking behaviour is to identify VOs that only exist on paper ("empty shell" variable, 1.1). As we explained, we capture this cases though a dummy variable that takes value of 1 if no household in the village declares to be member of this VO. We use the fact that an international NGO intervened in the village in the three previous years of the VO birth as a proxy for the VO being born upon the pressure and the initiative of the external donor: we thus want to compare these cases with those where an NGO intervened, but with a different timing. Looking at the descriptive statistics, we see that the difference between the share of "empty shells" among the VOs who were born three years after an NGO intervention and the other cases, is overall very small (20% and 19,8%). Moreover, it seems that there are two different patterns in Senegal and Burkina
Faso: in Burkina the share of "empty shells" is higher where an NGO intervened just prior to the VO birth (25,9% against 19,5%), while in Senegal it is the opposite (13,3% against 20,3%).
This is confirmed if we perform the following probit model: Yi = α + β (donor 3 years before) i + γ (VO controls)i + δ(village controls)j + ε where Yi is the dummy "empty shell".
The controls that we introduce are, at the VO level, the age of the VO and sector dummies; at the village level, they are the population size, the number of the existing VOs, the distance to the closest market, the presence of a health centre and of a formal school. We both control for the VO being in Senegal and we split the sample between the Senegalese and the Burkinabe observations; we include district level fixed effects and we cluster standard errors at the village level 8 . From this specification we see that our assumption is verified in Burkina Faso: the presence of a donor in the village in the three years before the VO birth increases the probability that the VO is an "empty shell". In
Senegal the relationship goes in the opposite direction.
This diverging effect between Senegal and Burkina is confirmed if we use as explanatory variable the fact of having had a partnership with en external donor at birth. Here, the signs of the relationship are the same as in the previous specification, but the coefficient of the Burkinabe subsample is no more significant.
Among the controls, it is interesting to notice that in both specifications a greater number of VOs in the same village increases the probability that the i th VO is an "empty shell". This is an interesting subject for further research. Its interpretation can follow different lines: it can be motivated by a negative effect of within-village competition, or by rent-seeking attitudes towards the "development rent". Another striking result is the positive coefficient of the presence of a formal school in the village. This needs further deepening, but it may be interpreted as a sign of greater rent seeking behaviours in better connected areas.
Among the VOs who have an external partnership, if we look for the correlation between the "empty shell"
dummy and the information we have on "who had the idea of the partnership", we do not find coefficients significantly different from zero, even though the sign goes in the expected direction. Among the VOs that have a partnership with a donor or NGO, we find a positive (but not significant) coefficient of those cases where the partnership has been established upon initiative of the external actor.
Besides the extreme case of "empty shells", a broader indicator of VO misreporting is the discrepancy between actual and declared members (1.2). We use the ratio between the number of members declared by the VO and the number of households that self-declare as members in the household questionnaire. The higher the ratio, the lower is the discrepancy. The dependent variable takes value of zero in the case of empty shells.
In table 11 we present the results of the following OLS specification: Yi = α + β (a donor intervened in the village) i + γ (a donor intervened in the village in the 6 years around the VO birth) i + δ (a donor intervened in the village in the 3 years before the VO birth) i + ζ (VO controls)i + η (village controls)j + ε In order to exploit the maximum information available, we introduce a triple interaction variable, as explained in the previous section, in order to disentangle the effect of a donor intervention in the three years before and the three years after the VO birth. The "induced versus organic participation" argument makes us expect a positive or null effect of an intervention just after the VO birth, and a negative one of an intervention just before. Nevertheless, we have a weak but interesting evidence that goes in our direction:
a positive and significant correlation with the donor intervention arriving just after the VO birth and a negative (although non-significant) correlation with the opposite situation (a VO who was born just after an intervention). This is nevertheless true only when controlling for village-level fixed effects without clustering standard errors (the last three columns).
When turning to partnership variables as proxies for "induced" or "organic participation" we find no significant correlation with the fact that a partnership was established under an external pressure. However, we find an interesting result if we look at the partnerships that have been established at the birth of the VO or before, conditional on the VO having a partnership. We perform the following OLS, where Yi is again the ratio between the number of members declared by the VO and the number of households that self-declare as members in the household questionnaire: Yi = α + β (partnership with donor) i + γ (partnership that started at VO birth)i + δ (partnership with donor * partnership that started at VO birth) i + γ (partnership with donor at VO birth) I + ζ (VO controls)I + η (village controls)j + ε This specification tells us that the correlation of accuracy of reporting with the presence of a partnership with a donor established later in the life of the VO is not significantly different from zero; when the partnership is established at the VO birth, it becomes significantly negative. A partnership with a donor at the VO birth seems thus to increase misreporting at the time of the survey.
In Senegal the effect of having a partnership at birth with a non-donor external actor is positive, but it is more than compensated by the negative effect in cases of partnership established at birth with donors. The corresponding coefficients in the Burkinabe subsample are not significant. This result suffers of a main limitation, since it looses significance controlling for district fixed effects. This means that, within the same district, the differences we are looking for are not significantly different from zero, even though the keep having the same signs. Of course, possible endogeneity biases may lead to overestimate the effect: if there is some other reasons of deep inefficiency of the VO, this can explain both the need of a partner since the beginning and a high misreporting, since we can interpret a low number of people declaring to be member as a measure of poor efficiency in service delivery.
Overall, we can say that our expectations on what concerns the "misreporting" variables is partly verified, although not very robust. The "empty shell" determinants strongly differ between Senegal and Burkina Faso and this, in our opinion, captures different institutional settings and VO trajectories in the two countries. In
Senegal the associative movement has a long history and is deeply rooted both in rural and in urban context.
Partnerships with donors are frequent, but less likely to happen at the very birth of the VOs; most of the VOs, The results: correlates of the VO ability to mobilize members.
If we look at the variation in the number of members, we do not find any significant correlation with the variables at the time of the VO birth, but we find indeed a relationship with the partnership established (conditional on having at least one partnership with an external agent). Our specification is the following: Yi = α + β (partnership with a donor)i + γ (partner came on his own initiative) + δ (partnership with a donor * partner came on his own initiative) i + ζ (VO controls)I + η (village controls)j + ε where Yi is the variation in the number of members declared by the VO between the origin and survey time. These results suggest that the variation in the number of members is positively associated to the existence of a partnership with a donor as far as the initiative of the partnership has been taken by the VO. On the contrary, if the partnership is established following an autonomous initiative of the external agent, the relationship with the size change of the organization is negative. This relationship -although it doesn't hold in the Burkinabe subsample-is the one we expected: the effect of a partnership with a donor is positive, provided that the VO has a proactive role in the relationship.
The result suffers of some limitations: first, it risks to be endogenous, since VO that loose members are more likely to be weaker and -provided that they have a partnership-to be unable to be the engine of such a partnership. A second limitation is the difficulty to understand what the variation of the number of members exactly captures: it may not necessarily be a measure of capacity to mobilize members, but it may be a measure of specialization. In this case, a reduction in the number of members may not be a negative outcome.
Results: correlates to the self-reported perception of benefits and services received from the VO
We now turn to the analysis of the only available subjective measure of performance of the VO, that is the answer households give about whether they benefitted from the VO services. This measure has several limitations; most of all, it may capture many different elements, that are closely linked with the type of activity the organization carries on. For this reason, besides controlling for the sector of activity, we run separate regression for organizations that carry on some market-oriented activities and for organizations that just produce public goods. We assume that it is more likely that market-oriented VOs produce services that are more easily measurable by members and therefore more likely to be reported. Our specification is the following (OLS): Yi = α + β (a donor intervened in the village) i + γ (a donor intervened in the village in the 6 years around the VO birth) i + δ (a donor intervened in the village in the 3 years before the VO birth) i
+ ζ (VO controls)i + η (village controls)j + ε
Where Yi is the share of members who declared having benefitted from the VO services on the total of members. The results are reported in table 14. Most of the coefficients are not significant. We can nevertheless see that we find the expected signs in the Senegalese subsample, both looking at all typologies of VOs and at market-oriented ones: a positive or null γ and a negative δ. This seems to be in contradiction with the positive specificity of the Senegalese VO that we found in the first specification. In order to analyse deeper the specificity of the Senegalese observations, we define another OLS specification where we interact our variable of interest with a dummy variable indicating if the VO belongs to the Senegalese sample. Yi = α + β (Senegal) i + γ (NGO intervention 3 years before the VO birth) i + δ (NGO intervention 3 years before the VO birth * Senegal) i + ζ (VO controls)i + η (village controls)j + ε Among the VOs in villages where a donor intervened, we observe a different effect of an intervention that has been held in the three years prior to the VO birth according to the country of the VO. If we look at marketoriented VOs, there is a positive correlation with the share of members who declare having benefited from the VO services in Burkina Faso, that nevertheless reduces almost to zero in the case of Senegal. Moreover, the negative correlation in Senegal between a donor intervention and the VO perceived performance is significant regardless the timing of the intervention, but is stronger in case this occurred just before the VO birth.
The limitation of this specification is that the geographical dummy doesn't say much about the reasons of the different effects following the country and may hide complex historical and institutional differences.
This nevertheless highlights an interesting result: if we look at the determinants of misreporting, we find a negative effect of the "induced participation" pattern in Burkina Faso, while this is not the case in Senegal.
The opposite is true if we look at the determinants of the perceived success of the VO (in terms of the share of members declaring receiving benefits and services): a donor intervention in the three years preceding the VO birth have a negative effect only in the Senegalese sample. Here, it seems that the negative effect of the "induced participation" of VOs that are driven more by the preferences of donors than by those of the members, more than compensate the possible positive effect, that is the greater availability of resources.
If we turn to the partnership variables, we don't find significant correlations if we look at the differential effect of a partnership established upon external or VO initiative, while more interesting is the result if we interact the partnership with a donor and the timing of the partnership. Yi = α + β (partnership with donor) i + γ (partnership that started at VO birth)i + δ (partnership with donor * partnership at VO birth) i + ζ (VO controls)I + η (village controls)j + ε If we look at the market-oriented VO subsample, we see that the correlation of with a partnership established with a donor is positive, but, in case the partnership with a donor has been established at the VO birth, this positive effect is more than compensated by a negative one. Interestingly, in case of a partnership with a different actor (namely the State or a federation of organization), the inauguration of the partnership at the VO birth has no negative effect. This may be explained by the fact that the birth of a VO under the stimulus of a federation or a public agency has some positive consequences that improves the results of the "induced" mode of participation, e.g. the embeddedness of the VO in a network of organizations or in a public policy plan, that are more long-lasting frameworks than the intervention of a donor.
The limitation of this specification is that it is not robust to clustering standard errors (but we control for village fixed effects). Moreover, a potential endogeneity bias exists, since stronger organizations that are more able to provide benefits to his members are also more able to attract partnerships and donors during their lives.
Results: correlates of the distribution of benefits and the "selection of the wealthiest" into the VO.
First, we look at the distribution of the perceived benefits: our dependent variable is the share -on the total of members declaring having received services from the VO-of those belonging to the top quintile of the land distribution. From a descriptive standpoint, we look whether the distribution of this variable changes between the "induced" VOs on one hand, and the "organic" VOs on the other. We can expect correlations going in both directions: an "induced" VO can distribute more unequally its benefits if it is dominated by a rent seeking motivation and thus more captured by the wealthiest or more connected members. On the contrary, the opposite relation can also occur if the donor is strongly committed to equality concerns and forces the VO in this direction.
We do not find any significant difference among the VOs that were born just after a donor intervention. On the contrary, we find some difference, among the VOs that have a partnership with a donor, between the VOs that have had a partnership immediately at birth and those establishing a partnership later. This is shown in graph 1 There are more fully captured VOs among those that established a partnership at birth (where 100% of those who declare to benefit belong to the top landholding quintile). Passing to multivariate analysis 9 , the result is no more significant, as shown in Table 17 Our specification is the following OLS: Yi = α + β (partnership with donor) i + γ (partnership that started at VO birth)i + δ (partnership with donor * partnership at VO birth) i + ζ (VO controls)I + η (village controls)j + ε
Where Yi is the share, on the total of members declaring to benefit from the VO, of those belonging to the top quintile of the land distribution. A VO having a partnership with a donor started later distributes benefits more equally; the effect of beginning of the partnership at birth has a positive, but not significant effect. This 9 Multivariate analysis is particularly crucial since we use landholding as a measure of wealth, that may be not an appropriate measure in case of non-agricultural organizations. share_benefit_topquintile Graphs by partnership_donor_birth means that we cannot rule out the hypothesis that the differential effect of a partnership established at birth in case of a donor is equal to zero. The effect of having a partnership at birth in case of other kind of partners is inequality-increasing. Turning to the composition of the VO, we look at the determinants of the ratio between the average landholding in the VO and the average landholding in the village. This is a measure of the wealth composition of the VO: does it select the wealthiest in the village? We try to see if an "induced" VO is more "elitist" in its composition. As before, the relation can go in both directions, since the "induced" pattern may lead to the creation of VOs among the better-connected people in the village, but also -if the donor is committed to the wellbeing of the poorest-to a greater control on the inclusiveness of the organization. We don't find any correlation with the timing of the arrival of a donor, in case a donor intervened in the village ever. We report in table 18 the results relative to the correlation with the characteristics of the partnerships of the VOs. We use two specifications:
Model 1: The two results we want to underline are the differential effects of the interaction terms: in both casesalthough not very robust -they confirm the hypothesis that the "induced" pattern are correlated with a greater selection of the wealthiest in the VOs. In model 1, the partnership of a donor per se has no effect on the wealth composition of the VO, but it becomes positive if the donor established the partnership on his own initiative, without a local VO-driven initiative. This effect is significant on the whole sample, but it is not robust to the splitting of the sample according to the country. In model 2, there is a similar effect, but that just holds for the Burkinabe observation: the correlation of our measure of "elitism" with the presence of a donor partner is null, but becomes positive is the partnership has been established at the VO birth.
This result risk to overestimate the correlation because of endogeneity issues: wealthiest informal groups are better connected and more able to attract donors when they want to formalize into an association; they are also likely to be more visible and vocal, such that a donor, looking for local partners, addresses to them.
This evidence, although weak and potentially endogenous, goes in the direction of a positive correlation between "elitism" in the VO composition and an "induced" pattern.
Conclusions
In this paper, we have tried to analyze the relationship between the intervention of a development NGO or an external donor and some characteristics and outcomes of village organizations in Developing Countries.
We address this question by means of an analysis on a large dataset of VOs in rural contexts in Senegal and Burkina Faso, exploiting information at the VO level matched with information at the village and households levels.
From the relevant literature, we argue that NGO support to village grassroots organizations can have positive effects and also downsides. We thus try to analyze under what conditions the former or the latter prevail and we hypothesize that these conditions depend on the origin of the relationship between the VO and the donor. We thus distinguish between those VOs that are "donor-induced" or have been brought to a partnership with the development aid agency by initiative of the agency itself, and those who have an "organic" origin, and where the donor sponsorship has been pushed by the VO.
Development practitioners working on the field and academic scholars are familiar with the issue of the complex relationship between VOs and donors (Capocchini and Perotti 2012 , Alcorn 2005 , Dansero et al. 2013 , Valderrama 1999 , Bebbington 2005 , Fowler 1991 ). To our knowledge, our paper is one of the first attempts to address this issue through quantitative analysis on a large dataset to complement and go beyond single case studies.
We identify three features in the history of the VO, that make us define it as "donor-induced":
1) An intervention of a donor/NGO occurred in the village in the three years before (or the same year) the birth of the VO (when considering the villages where at least a donor intervention has taken place);
2) The VO already had a partnership with a donor/NGO at the moment of its birth, or established it the same year (again, among the cases where the VO has at least a partnership).
3) A partnership with a donor/NGO has been established following a donor's own initiative (among the cases where the VO has at least a partnership)
As dependent variables, we use indicators of four different characteristics: VO misreporting on membership, VO ability to mobilize members, declaration of members' on the services received by the VO, distribution of benefits within the VO and elitism in the composition of membership. Results changes a lot according to the dependent variable used and the country of analysis. We find some evidence, although not very robust, that
VOs that followed an "induced" pattern are more likely to misreport information on the membership. This results only hold for Burkinabe subsample, while the opposite is true in Senegal. This can be explained by the fact they are more likely to be prone to rent-seeking behaviours. Second, because of the top-down pattern, they may be more distant from the local needs and thus less important for local people, who don't report their participation to such organizations, although formally they are members. Similar reasons may explain that "induced" VOs are less able to mobilize members, measured by a declining number of members during the VO life. On what concerns the benefits of participation perceived by members, the country-specific effect is reversed: the positive correlation with the "induced" pattern is found in Burkina Faso, but goes to zero in Senegal. If we look at the timing of the partnership, we see that for market-oriented VOs, the positive effect of having a partnership with a donor is cancelled out if the partnership was established at the VO birth. This can be due to the fact that in these cases VO activities are more likely to be driven by donors' preferences rather than from members ones. We also find out that -even though there is no robust effect on benefit distribution-an "induced" VO is more likely to have a membership composition more skewed towards the wealthiest.
Overall, we find evidence that confirm our expectation, but the results are not robust and change according to the indicators used. Moreover, the analysis is mainly descriptive and needs further work in order to properly assess causality. This is the first line of further work that we have.
We think nevertheless that our contribution helps shading light on the mechanisms underlying the relationship between northern and southern NGOs and the effect of donors' sponsorship on local village organizations. We try to do so by giving a closer look to the forms in which the relationship developed, whether the local VO played a more proactive or passive role vis-à-vis the development NGO, thus entering into the governance implications of such relationship.
